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1
METHOD FOR DETECTING AND
EXCLUDING MULTIPLE FAILURES IN A
SATELLITE

GENERAL TECHNICAL FIELD

The present invention relates to the field of integrity-con-
trol systems for aviation.

More precisely, it concerns a method for detecting and
excluding one or more satellite failures in a navigation sys-
tem.

PRIOR ART

Vehicles with satellite navigation systems are convention-
ally equipped with a receiver tracking N satellites, as shown
in FIG. 1. Every second, the receiver must determine its
position from N measurements originating from the satellites
in view.

For each of these satellites, the receiver calculates an esti-
mation of the distance separating them from the latter, called
pseudorange due to the different errors by which it is flawed.
Each measurement is in fact perturbed by a noise measure-
ment due especially to the wave passing through the atmo-
sphere. However, the statistical characteristics of these mea-
surement noises are known and these perturbations are not
considered failures.

However, some satellites can present more substantial
faults and provide incorrect information to the receiver, dan-
gerously degrading the precision of the navigation solution.
These satellite breakdowns, due essentially to malfunctions
of the satellite clock or to problems of ephemerides, result in
bias on the failing satellite measurement or the failing satellite
measurements which must be detected. These biases are
added to the measurements and are modelled either by ech-
elons or by ramps evolving over time.

Even if these satellite breakdowns were rare (probability of
the order of 10~*h per satellite), navigation systems must
take this risk into account, in particular in aviation where a
position discrepancy can be fatal.

The aim of integrity-control systems is the detection and
exclusion of satellite breakdowns. There are two distinct con-
figurations for the integrity-control systems. When the sys-
tem is coupled to a navigation support system (such as an
inertial system), this means AAIM context (for Aircraft
Autonomous Integrity Monitoring). When the integrity-con-
trol system operates autonomously, this means RAIM context
(for Receiver Autonomous Integrity Monitoring). At a given
missed detection probability, fixed by the International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAQO), integrity-control systems
must be capable of providing a terminal on the position error
of the device and therefore a protection volume around it.

Until recently, the single hypothesis of a single satellite
failure was enough to satisfy ICAO requirements. But with
the next deployment of novel constellations of satellites (Ga-
lileo in 2014 and modernised GPS in 2013), as well as tight-
ening of ICAO requirements, integrity-control systems today
must take into account an increase in the number of available
satellite measurements. In particular, they must be able to
process several simultaneous satellite breakdowns, an event
whereof the occurrence probability is no longer negligible.

Various methods have been proposed up to now for pro-
viding a solution to the problem of integrity-control.

In a RAIM context, only the redundancy between satellite
measurements is applied. Under the assumption of a single
failure, the so-called residue method relies on an estimator
using N measurements available and on a bank of estimators
using N-1 measurements and each excluding a different mea-
surement. The estimators used are of least squares type. Fail-
ure detection is done by a test of % (chi-squared) from the
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estimator using N measurements. Exclusion is also done by a
statistical test of type y this time from estimators using N-1
measurements.

This approach can be extended in the case of several simul-
taneous failures by adding banks of estimators excluding
more than one measurement, but the number of which
depends directly on the number of failures considered at the
same instant. So, the computation cost is greatly increased for
the case of double failure, for example.

The RANCO system (Range Consensus), presented in the
document “Failure detection and exclusion via range consen-
sus”, Proceedings of the ENC GNSS (2008), by G. Schroth, A.
Ene, J. Blanch, T. Walter, and P. Enge, uses as such a, main
estimator using N measurements available and a bank of
estimators based on different measurement quadruplets. The
estimators used are of least squares type. Multiple tests are
conducted to compare measurements excluded by each qua-
druplet to the predicted measurements from estimating the
navigation solution based on this quadruplet. Via a mecha-
nism favouring coherence of measurements, the system can
identify the faulty measurements and exclude up to N-5
measurements in the same instant.

The limitations of this approach are the choice of sub-
groups of measurements as well as the difficulty of exclusion
decision among the tests. In fact, multiple tests, based on
subgroups of different measurements, can indicate different
faulty measurements, which can make the exclusion decision
difficult. Also, the computational cost is linked directly to the
number of estimators and to the number of measurements
available.

In an AAIM context, the navigation system is generally
coupled to an inertial system. The navigation solution is cal-
culated by a Kalman filter applying satellite measurements to
estimate position errors, speed and attitude of the inertial
system, as well as systematic errors affecting inertial sensors.
The estimates of the Kalman filter help correct the outputs of
the inertial system.

MSS approaches (Multiple Solution Separation) and
AIME (Autonomous Integrity Monitored Extrapolation)
offer initial solutions to the problem of integrity control in
GPS/inertial system hybridisation contexts. Both rely on a
main estimator supplied by a Kalman filter using N measure-
ments available, and on estimators supplied by a bank of
Kalman filters using N-1 measurements, each excluding a
different measurement. It should be noted that to perform
exclusion the MSS approach per se needs a second bank of
estimators based on N-2 measurements.

However, as in the residue method, the number of estima-
tors depends directly on the number of failures considered at
the same instant. Therefore, the computational cost is greatly
increased for the case of double failure at the same instant, for
example.

A third solution, GLR (Generalized Likelihood Ratio),
presented originally in the field of the automation and control,
was adapted to integrity control for the navigation by Palm-
qvist, as described in the document “On integrity monitoring
of integrated navigation Systems”, Thesis No. 600, Link&p-
ing Studies in Science and Technology (1997). The aim of
classic GLR is detecting failures or failures affecting systems
whereof the status is estimated by Kalman filtering. It relies
on a test of multiple assumptions. Each assumption supposes
an instant of the emergence of failure to which is connected an
estimation of the amplitude of the failure in terms of least
squares. The latter is obtained directly from innovations (dif-
ference between measurement received and measurement
predicted by the estimated navigation solution) calculated by
the Kalman filter. The number of assumptions is limited to a
sliding window of analysis of size L. to maintain a reasonable
computation cost. The detection of failures is based on the
likelihood ratio between an assumption of the instant of emer-
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gence of a failure and assumption without failure. The maxi-
mum of these test variables defines the likeliest instant of
emergence of the failure.

Subsequently, Giremus and Escher presented in the docu-
ment “A GLR algorithm to detect and exclude up to two
simultaneous range failures in a GPS/Galileo/IRS Case”,
Proc. of ION GNSS (2007), an improvement for exclusion of
up to K satellite failures in the GNSS context with K=1. The
proposed approach, shown in FIG. 3, consists of estimating
by maximum likelihood not only the instant of emergence of
the failure or the failures, but also the amplitude of these
failures. The principle is the following. Once detection of
failure is completed by the GLR system, the proposed method
systematically tests the

K
26
P=1

combinations of possible failures for N measurements avail-
able as follows (with C,” the number of combinations of P
elements among N):
estimation of non-zero components of a bias vector b,
according to the combination of supposed measure-
ments en failure;

statistical test based on the estimated bias vector.

Regarding the detection step where N components of the
bias are estimated, the problem of estimation resolved is less.
Better estimation of the amplitude of failures is obtained. The
maximum of the statistical tests to which a combination com-
prising P faulty measurements with P<K<N is associated is
then selected. If the statistical test is greater than a predefined
threshold, the approach designates the P measurements as
faulty and provides a fresh estimation of the bias vector for the
faulty P measurements.

In summary, this approach, based as is AIME on the inno-
vations of the Kalman filter, proves to be interesting as it
allows shorter failure detection periods than those of the
MSS, while presenting decreased accommodation risks in
comparison to the AIME. Also, the possibility of being able to
correct the navigation solution as a function of the estimated
bias avoids reinitialising the navigation solution after detec-
tion/exclusion of a failure. However, the architecture
described assures detection and exclusion of multiple failures
but at the cost of a high computation cost due to all the
assumptions to be considered.

Table 1 presents the number of estimators associated with
the methods presented previously, in the event where exclu-
sion up to two simultaneous failures is taken into account.

TABLE 1

Computation cost of different methods associated with exclusion of
one to two simultaneous failures among N measurements.

Number of estimators of
least squares type for
exclusion of 1 or 2

Number of estimators of
Kalman filter type for
exclusion of 1 or 2

Method simultaneous failures simultaneous failures
RAIM — NIN-1)
(residue method) N+ 3
MSS —

NN-1) (N=D(N=2)
7t 7
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4
TABLE 1-continued

Computation cost of different methods associated with exclusion of
one to two simultaneous failures among N measurements.

Number of estimators of
least squares type for
exclusion of 1 or 2

Number of estimators of
Kalman filter type for
exclusion of 1 or 2

Method simultaneous failures simultaneous failures
GLR — N(N-D
N+
2
AIME NN-1) —
N+ 3

In general, the computational cost is therefore in O(N?) for
exclusion of 1 to 2 simultaneous failures, which rises if up to
K possible simultaneous failures are considered at

N!

- N
KIN —K)!)M >0,

o

This exponential cost is prohibitive on current equipment.

PRESENTATION OF THE INVENTION

The aim of the present invention is to resolve these diffi-
culties by proposing a method for detection and exclusion of
several faulty pseudoranges. This method, at a highly reduced
computation cost, considers two simultaneous satellite fail-
ures or even more in a constellation of about fifteen satellites
without the need for calculating power substantially greater
than that of current onboard systems, and therefore without
additional cost.

With this taking into account of a larger number of possible
incidents, the invention allows increased aerial security, con-
sidering cases which to date would have resulted in aerial
catastrophes.

In addition, another aim of the invention is to arrive at this
objective by proposing a method which can be integrated into
both an AAIM context and a RAIM context. There is there-
fore total adaptability.

The present invention therefore relates to a method for
determining a protection volume in the event of two faulty
measurements of pseudorange between a satellite and a
receiver receiving signals transmitted by different satellites of
aradio-positioning constellation, characterised in that it com-
prises steps of:

(a) Determining a test variable representative of the likeli-
hood of a fault as a function of the pseudoranges measured by
the receiver;

(b) Estimation, from the accordingly estimated position, of
biases in the measured pseudoranges;

(c) Processing of accordingly obtained biases to deduce
therefrom a value representative of the probability of a failure
for each pseudorange;

(d) Pre-selecting, as a function of the accordingly obtained
values, a given number of pseudoranges the likeliest to
present failure;

(e) Determining, for each combination of pseudo-distances
among the accordingly pre-selected pseudoranges, a variable
test value representative of the likelihood of the failure of the
combination;

() Selecting, as a function of the accordingly obtained
variable test values, at least one combination of pseudor-
anges, failure of which is the likeliest;
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(g) Comparing the test variable associated with the selected
combination to a predefined threshold and transmission of a
signal to the receiver or outwards as a function of the result of
this comparison.

According to other advantageous and non-limiting charac-
teristics of the invention:

a test variable

T, jell,y i

5

fingle

is calculated at step (e) for all possible combinations
from 1 to K pseudoranges among the M pseudoranges
pre-selected at step (d), K being a fixed whole number
less than or equal to M;

the calculation of each test variable T, is done using a
statistical test based on estimation of the bias vector b,'
corresponding to a bias vector b, whereof the compo-
nents not associated with the combination of considered
measurements are set to zero;

the statistical test used follows a > distribution with P
degrees of freedom, P being the number of pseudoranges
comprising the considered combination;

the predefined threshold used during step (g) is adapted in
a threshold T, ; specific to each combination, the ratio

being constructed and used in place of test variables T ;

K is the maximum number of faulty pseudoranges in ques-
tion, and M is a number greater than the maximum
number of faulty pseudoranges in question;

step (b) also provides the estimation k of the instant of
emergence of the estimated biases;

step (b) comprises sub-steps of:

(b1) Estimating a plurality of bias vector b,, each under
the assumption of the emergence of a failure at an
instantk e [t-L.+1,t] of a sliding window of analysis of
fixed size L;

(b2) Calculating, at each instant k in question, a likeli-
hood ratio R [k] between the assumption of the emer-
gence of a failure at the instant k and assumption
without failure, as a function of the estimated biases
under the assumption of the emergence of a failure at
the instant k;

(b3) Estimating the likeliest instant of emergence of a
failure k from likelihood ratios;

(b4) Selecting the bias vector corresponding to the
assumption of the emergence of'a failure at the instant
ks

step (b) also comprises an alert sub-step (b5) if the likeli-
hood ratio associated with the instant k reaches a pre-
defined threshold;

a bias vector b, under the assumption of the emergence of a
failure at an instant k is obtained from the innovation
calculated by a Kalman filter at the instant k, said Kal-
man filter conducting step (a);

the biases are expressed as a function of time t and the index
i associated with a pseudorange, in the form b, [k]=c.+

B.(t-K);
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6

the representative values of the probability of failure for
each pseudorange obtained at step (c) are failure criteria
I, expressed in the form T'=[cr,. B,1(C)~'[¢, B.1%:

the M pseudoranges the likeliest to present failure are the
M pseudoranges associated with the M largest values of
{T', }sc(1,7» M being the given number of pseudoranges
to be pre-selected;

the likeliest combination of faulty measurements is the

combination associated with the ratio Ry, such as
REP:maX{Rj}je[l,2M]'

According to a second aspect, the invention relates to an
integrity-control system comprising data-processing means,
associated with a receiver receiving signals emitted by difter-
ent satellites of a constellation of radio-positioning and pro-
viding the system with pseudoranges measured between sat-
ellites of said constellation and the receiver on which the
means carry out a method according to the first aspect of the
invention, on completion of which a signal is transmitted to
the receiver.

According to other advantageous and non-limiting charac-
teristics of the invention:

the system is coupled to an inertial navigation device

according to an AAIM context.

The invention finally concerns a vehicle equipped with a
system according to the second aspect of the invention.

PRESENTATION OF THE FIGURES

Other characteristics and advantages of the present inven-
tion will emerge from the following description of a preferred
embodiment. This description will be given in reference to the
attached diagrams, in which:

FIG. 1 is a diagram of a constellation of satellites sending
data to a plane in its protection volume;

FIG. 2 is a diagram of an embodiment of an integrity-
control system according to the invention connected to a
receiver;,

FIG. 3 is a diagram of a known method of detection and
exclusion of at least one faulty measurement of a pseudorange
of a satellite with a receiver;

FIG. 4 is a diagram of an embodiment of the method of
detection and exclusion of at least one faulty measurement of
a pseudorange of a satellite with a receiver according to the
invention;

FIG. 5 is a diagram showing the steps of an embodiment of
the method of detection and exclusion of at least one faulty
measurement of a pseudorange of a satellite with a receiver
according to the invention;

FIG. 6 is a diagram of an embodiment of a step of the
method of detection and exclusion of at least one faulty mea-
surement of a pseudorange of a satellite with a receiver
according to the invention.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

As shown in FIG. 1 then 2, a vehicle 1 such as a plane,
equipped with a receiver 10 of GNSS type, receives electro-
magnetic signals (generally microwaves) originating from a
plurality of satellites 2 forming a radio-positioning constel-
lation.

Each satellite 2 is equipped with a high-precision clock,
and the receiver 10 precisely knows their position due to
ephemerides stored in a memory 13. Because of the clock, the
time can be measured precisely by a signal for creating the
trajectory between the satellite 2 and the receiver. For this, the
receiver 10 uses a correlation technique to estimate the propa-
gation time of the satellite signal, between emission and
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receipt. Knowing the speed of light, at which the wave of the
signal moves, a computer 11 comprised in the receiver 10
multiplies the duration measured by this speed, providing the
pseudorange which separates it from the satellite 2, as
explained previously. The fact that the distance is not known
for sure especially because of the noise measurement causes
some uncertainty as to the position of the vehicle 1. The
cylinder illustrated in FI1G. 1 corresponds to the volume centre
on the estimated position in which the presence of the vehicle
is guaranteed close to a missed detection probability.

In general, the navigation measurement equation by satel-
lite among a constellation of N satellites is shown as:

f]t:ht(rp bH,t)+Et+bt

where, at the instant t:

Yt is the vector containing N measurements formed by the
receiver, that is, N pseudoranges calculated according to the
principle hereinabove with each of the N satellites,

€, is the vector of N supposed Gaussian and centred mea-
surement noises,

b, is the vector of N bias impacting the N measurements
whereof several components can be non zero,

the i” component of the vector function h,(-) represents the
geometric distance separating the receiver from the i” satel-
lite, perturbed by the clock bias. It is expressed as follows:
h/(r by )= Ir,~r/|[+b; , where b, is the clock bias, and r, and
r; designate the position in Cartesian coordinates of the
receiver and of the i” satellite, respectively. E,, is the set such
that its i element E,/, i € [1,N] is the i” satellite measure-
ment.

By linearising around an adequately selected point, the
measurement equation becomes

Y=HXxe,

where, at the instant t:

X, is the status vector containing the position of the
receiver,

H, is the linearised observation matrix.

The method for detection and exclusion according to the
invention is executed by an integrity-control system 20, also
illustrated in FIG. 2, connected to the receiver 10. This system
20 receives N satellite measurements supplied by the receiver
10. In the description, i”* satellite measurement will designate
the pseudorange measured between the i satellite of the
radio-positioning constellation observed and the receiver 10,
calculated by a computer 11 comprised in this receiver 10.

After professing, most often the integrity-control system
20 does nothing, in this case in the absence of faulty pseudo-
range. In the contrary case, it excludes the P measurements
identified as faulty from the set of N measurements. For this,
the receiver 10 comprises means 12 for managing channels,
that is, a unit which listens to the satellites 2 and chooses or
not to use the associated satellite measurements. If the
method detects a failure over a combination of satellites, it
sends to the means 12 for managing channels the instruction
to no longer use the satellite measurements associated with
those satellites declared as faulty.

Until the problem is considered to be resolved, the vehicle
1 equipped with the integrity-control system 20 and the
receiver 10 will navigate, solely taking into account the mea-
surements supplied by the other satellites, still considered as
reliable. An alarm can optionally be raised to prevent detec-
tion and exclusion of faulty measurements.

The steps of an embodiment of the method for detection
and exclusion according to the invention are represented in
FIG. 4, and more particularly in FIG. 5.
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Estimation of Position

Detection and exclusion of failures start similarly to a
method of GLR type with a first step 100 for determining an
estimation of the position of the receiver 10 from N satellite
measurements, an estimation which at each instant t provides
the coordinates of the vehicle 1.

This step 100 adapts both to a RAIM context and an AAIM
context. In fact, in the second case it can advantageously
include data originating from an external navigation system.

In one case as in the other, algorithms for creating an
estimation of the position of the receiver 10 are known; for
example, a Kalman filter could be used.

Failure Detection

Once the position of the receiver 10 is estimated, the
method according to the invention determines the presence or
the absence of failure, in a second step 200, from N satellite
measurements available and the position of the estimated
mobile.

For this, the system 20 will provide an estimation of a bias
vector b, perturbing the measurements (estimation of faults)
at the instant t, and advantageously of its instant of emer-
gence, noted k. This vector b, is formed from biases each
affecting measured pseudoranges. For this, an advantageous
approach reducing the computation cost consists of analysing
a sliding time window of width L. Each of the instants k €
[t=L+1,t] is potentially the instant of emergence of the failure.
The processing means 21 of the exclusion system 20 therefore
estimate during a first sub-step 210 bias vectors b, for a plu-
rality of instants k. If a Kalman filter has been used for
estimating position, the bias vector b, for an instant k (simply
noted vector b,[k]) can advantageously be deduced by esti-
mation in terms of least squares on the innovation vector of
the Kalman filter at the instant k. Alternatively, other algo-
rithms enabling this calculation are known, and the person
skilled in the art can adapt them to the invention.

For each of these bias vectors b,[k], the processing means
21 then calculate during a sub-step 220 a likelihood ratio
R [k] between the assumption of the emergence of a failure at
the instant k, noted H,, and assumption without failure, noted
H,. This is for example a ratio of conditional probabilities

(Y | Hes Yisor, BIKD)

R[k] =2lo
(k] & p(Yyr | Ho, Yig-1)

In a following sub-step 230, estimation of the likeliest
instant of emergence of a failure k is done from likelihood
ratios. In the assumption of use of the preceding formula, this
is done by taking the maximum of the ratios on the plurality
of tested instants k of the window:

k = argmax(R, [k]).
k

The bias vector b, corresponding to the assumption of the
emergence of a failure at the instant k is finally selected and
provided in a final sub-step 240.

Advantageously, if R [k] reaches a predefined threshold (as
a function of the sensitivity selected), an alert signifying that
a failure has been detected is triggered automatically.
Pre-Selection of Measurements Principle

Once the detection of failure is done, the integrity-control
system 20 must decide which measurements are erroneous, if
appropriate, exclude them and correct the navigation solution
as a consequence.
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If'the aim is to suppose the possibility of two failures, until
now it was necessary to test all measurement pairs, or even all
combinations of K among N measurements if this is not
limited to the case of double failure. To avoid this systematic
test, which needs calculation power not available in current
equipment, the invention proposes identifying faulty mea-
surements in two steps, by performing a first step for pre-
selecting the potentially faulty measurements prior to testing
different combinations. This step 300, which consists of con-
structing a subset E,, containing the M satellite measure-
ments the likeliest to present failure, M being a fixed whole
number less than or equal to N, is conducted. Once this
pre-selection has been completed, exhaustive testing can be
carried out of the remaining combinations of faulty measure-
ments, combinations whereof the number proves far less than
previously. This method is shown in FIG. 6. A particularly
preferred embodiment of this pre-selection step will follow.
Pre-Selection of Measurements—Failure Criteria

Innoting b, [k], or simply b, if k=k, the i component of the
bias vector appearing at the instant k, we suppose that b, [k]
can be represented by an expression depending on a set of
parameters 0,. A possible realisation of this representation,
but one which does not constitute limitation to the invention,
can be:

bi,t/k]:ai"'l?)i(l_k)

where 0,=[a;, p;] and k is the instant of emergence of the
failure on the measurement i. This model jointly manages
failures of ramp and echelon type.

Knowing the statistical characteristics of the estimations of
the parameters {6,}, ., »; of the bias vector b, and generally
the bias expressions b,, a representative value of the probabil-
ity of a failure for each pseudorange, called a failure criterion
noted I, is constructed during a first sub-step 310 for each
measurementie [1, N]. The failure criterion first identifies the
satellite measurements likely to present a fault at the likeliest.
In fact, in the absence of failure on the measurement i, the
parameters 0, must be close to 0, whereas in the presence of a
failure on the measurement 1, they must differ from 0.

Considering the bias b, on the measurement i put in the
form described by the expression hereinabove, realisation of
the failure criterion on the measurement i can be advanta-
geously:

Ir'= [&iaﬁi](cirl [&iafgi]T

where 0, f, are the estimations of parameters a., B, [']”
designate the transpose of a vector or of a matrix and C, is the
matrix of covariance of parameters o, and f3,.
Standardisation by C, takes into account the influence of
measurement noise on the quality of the estimations c, and f3,.
Pre-Selection of Measurements—Construction of E,,

The M satellite measurements the likeliest to present fail-
ure according to the values of {T',} ., »;aredetermined by the
system 20 during a sub-step 320. So, if the above formula
were used for the calculation of I',, the set E, , of M satellite
measurements likely to present a fault at the likeliest is
formed by selecting the M measurements associated with the
M largest values of {T';},;; o7

It should be noted that these measurements correspond to
the sole instant of emergence of a failure k provided during
step 230. In the event where only the assumptions of simul-
taneous single and double satellite failures are considered,
realisation of M could be M=3 to ensure a degree of liberty in
identifying failures. In fact, it is important for faulty measure-
ments to belong to the set of pre-selected measurements E, ,,
failing which they risk not excluding measurements which
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10

might be faulty. In general, M will be taken advantageously as
being the maximum number of supposed satellite failures
plus one.
Exclusion of Failures

This is step 400. The principle of exclusion of failures is for
example based on the approach presented by Giremus and
Escher. The difference is in the restriction of the number of
assumptions to be considered. From the set E, ,of potentially
faulty M satellite measurements, the position estimated dur-
ing step 100 and the instant of emergence of the estimated
failure k provided during step 230,

Clhr

K
P=l

assumptions corresponding to the combinations of possible
failures from M measurements selected during pre-selection
are considered, K being a fixed whole number less than or
equal to M, advantageously the maximum number of satellite
failures considered.

For this, for each combination of potentially faulty mea-
surements a test variable T, is first calculated during a substep
410 from the bias vector b,. Advantageously, the test T, uses
only the components corresponding to the combination of
measurements supposed to be faulty, and more particularly
their parameters 0,, if appropriate.

So as to keep only those components corresponding to the
measurements of the tested combination, the processing
means 21 for example use a bias vector b, corresponding to
the vector b, whereof the components not associated with the
combination of measurements considered are set to zero. The
statistical test is then performed. Advantageously, this is a test
which follows a %> distribution with P degrees of freedom,
with P the number of measurements of the considered com-
bination, for example a test similar to the likelihood test
described previously.

The values of test variables T, are intended to be compared
to a predefined threshold corresponding to a given missing
exclusion probability, but to the extent where all the combi-
nations tested do not have the same number of measurements,
the number of degrees of liberty, and therefore the threshold
of statistical tests associated with each combination are
potentially different.

The result

is statistical tests T, and associated thresholds T, , or up to oM
(if K=M). Advantageously, the ratio

is constructed for each combination. The likeliest combina-
tion of faulty satellite measurements is selected during sub-
step 420, advantageously the combination associated with the
maximum of test variables, that is, the variable R, such as
Rg :maX{Rj}je[l,zm

he processing means 21 of the integrity system 20 directly
deduce the subset E, < E,, corresponding to the P measure-
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ments (P<M) of the combination selected. The value of P is
not predetermined: suppose for example that there are up to
two failures, not excluding that there may be a single failure.
The likeliest combination of deficient satellite measurements
in this case could be constituted by a single measurement.

If the ratio R, is greater than 1, that is, if the test variable
Ty, s greater than the predefined threshold corresponding to
a given missing exclusion probability mentioned previously,
the method of exclusion of failures designates the P measure-
ments as faulty and provides a fresh estimation of the param-
eters of the bias vector for the P faulty measurements during
step 430. In the event where the statistical test is less than the
threshold (Rz<1), exclusion is not effected but detection of
failure indicates to the system that one or more faults are
present on the satellite measurements but that they are not yet
identified.

Advantageously, from estimations of the parameters of the
bias vector for the P faulty measurements and from the instant
of emergence of the estimated failure k, the impact of differ-
ent failures on the navigation solution can be corrected.
Systems and Vehicles

According to a second aspect, the invention concerns sys-
tems, in particular an integrity-control system 20 such as
shown in FIG. 2. As described previously, the system 20 is
connected to a receiver 10, of GNSS type, configured to
receive measurements coming from N satellites. The receiver
10 comprises data-processing means 11 and channel manage-
ment means 12 and a memory 13. The latter listen to visible
satellites 2, and accept or do not accept the satellite measure-
ments for their part according to the instructions which they
have received. They transfer the measurements convention-
ally to onboard instruments to allow exploitation of geoloca-
tion data calculated from the satellite measurements, as well
as to the system 20 which will control them.

The system 20 also comprises data-processing means 21,
by which it will be able to execute a method according to the
first aspect of the invention. Once the method is executed, the
processing means 21 will if necessary communicate with the
channel management means 12 a list of satellite measure-
ments found to be faulty. The connected satellites are then
blocked. The system 20 optionally comprises an alarm inter-
face 22. This interface 22 can take numerous forms such as a
monitor, a loudspeaker, a console for sending messages, and
generally serves to warn of the detection of at least one
satellite failure by the system 20.

Also, the system 20 and the receiver 10 can advantageously
be coupled to a navigation system 30, such as an inertial
system, providing the data-processing means 21 and 11 with
navigation data which can be used during the failure detection
step to be in an AAIM context.

The invention also relates to a vehicle 1, in particular a
plane, equipped with such an integrity-control system 20,
allowing it an unequalled level of security, since it is no longer
aware of the possibility of having two simultaneous satellite
breakdowns, a case not treated previously, and which might
result in an aerial catastrophe if an excessively limited pro-
tection volume was calculated due the possibility of a second
faulty measurement. The invention is not however limited to
planes and can be fitted to any aircraft, or even a ship or
terrestrial vehicle, even if the integrity requirement of satellite
measurements is not as crucial.

The invention claimed is:

1. A method for detection and exclusion of at least one
pseudorange measured between a satellite and a receiver
receiving signals emitted by different satellites of a radio-
positioning constellation, when this pseudorange is faulty,
characterised in that it comprises steps of:
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(a) Determining estimation of the position of the receiver
from the pseudoranges measured by the receiver;

(b) Estimating, from the accordingly estimated position,
biases in the pseudoranges measured;

(c) Processing accordingly obtained biases to deduce
therefrom a value representative of the probability of
failure for each pseudorange;

(d) Pre-selecting, as a function of the accordingly obtained
values, a given number of pseudoranges the likeliest to
present failure;

(e) Determining, for each combination of pseudoranges
among the accordingly pre-selected pseudoranges, a
variable test value representative of the likelihood of the
failure of the combination;

() Selecting, as a function of the accordingly obtained
variable test values, at least one combination of pseudo-
ranges failure of which is the likeliest;

(g) Comparing the test variable associated with the selected
combination at a predefined threshold and transmission
of a signal to the receiver or outwards as a function ofthe
result of this comparison.

2. The method according to claim 1, in which a test variable

T, je

is calculated at step (e) for all possible combinations of 1 to K
pseudoranges among the M pseudoranges pre-selected at step
(d), K being a fixed whole number less than or equal to M.

3. The method according to claim 2, in which the calcula-
tion of each test variable T, is carried out by means of a
statistical test based on estimation of the bias vector b, cor-
responding to a bias vector b,, whereof the components not
associated with the considered combination of measurements
are set to zero.

4. The method according to claim 3, in which the statistical
test used follows a > distribution with P degrees of freedom,
P being the number of pseudoranges of the considered com-
bination.

5. The method according to any one of claims 2 to 4, in
which the predefined threshold used during step (g) is adapted
in a threshold T, specific to each combination, the ratio

being constructed and used in place of the test variables T,.

6. The method according to claim 1, in which K is the
maximum number of faulty pseudoranges in question, and M
is a number greater than the maximum number of faulty
pseudoranges in question.

7. The method according to claim 1, in which step (b) also
provides the estimation k of the instant of emergence of
estimated biases.

8. The method according to claim 7, in which step (b)
comprises the sub-steps of:

(b1) Estimating a plurality of bias vectors b,, each under the
assumption of the emergence of a failure at an instant
ke[t-L+1,t] a sliding window of analysis of fixed size L;

(b2) Calculating, at each instant k in question, a ratio R [Kk]
of likelihood between the assumption of the emergence
of a failure at the instant k and the assumption without
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failure, as a function of estimated biases under the
assumption of the emergence of a failure at the instant k;

(b3) Estimating the instant of emergence of the likeliest

failure k from likelihood ratios;

(b4) Selecting the bias vector corresponding to the assump-

tion of the emergence of a failure at the instant k.

9. The method according to claim 8, in which step (b) also
comprises an alert sub-step (b5) if the likelihood ratio asso-
ciated with the instant k reaches a predefined threshold.

10. The method according to any one of claims 7 to 9, in
which a bias vector b, under the assumption of the emergence
of a failure at an instant k is obtained from the innovation
calculated by a Kalman filter at the instant k, said Kalman
filter performing step (a).

11. The method according to claim 7, in which the bias are
expressed as a function of time t and of the index i linked to a
pseudorange, in the form b, [k|=o,af,(t-k).

12. The method according to claim 11, in which the repre-
sentative values of the probability of failure for each pseudo-
range obtained at step (c) are failure criteria I', expressed in
the form ri:[&'is Bz] (S [&'is Bz] L
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13. The method according to claim 1, in which the M
pseudoranges the likeliest to present failure are the M pseu-
doranges associated with the M largest values of {I',},c1 aps
M being the given number of pseudoranges to be pre-selected.

14. The method according to claim 5, in which the combi-
nation of the likeliest faulty measurements is the combination
associated with the ratio R, such as R, =max{R } ., ,#,.

15. An integrity-control system (20), comprising data-pro-
cessing means (21), linked to a receiver (10) receiving signals
transmitted by different satellites of a radio-positioning con-
stellation and supplying the system (20) with pseudoranges
measured between satellites of said constellation and the
receiver (10) on which the means (21) execute a method
according to claim 1, on completion of which a signal is
transmitted to the receiver (10).

16. A system according to claim 15, characterised in that it
is coupled to an inertial navigation device (30) according to an
AAIM context.

17. A vehicle (1) equipped with a system according to
claim 15 or 16.
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